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on all thesaytojurytheforand it wasadmittedproperlyit was
given. See Sherburnewastoboggantopermissionwhetherevidence

43 N. H. 80.Brown,v.
occasionthere is nodefendantstheverdict forwas aSince there

their motions for adenial ofto theexceptionstheirto consider
verdict.and a directednonsuit

Exceptions overruled.

All concurred.
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(Mr. orally),Samuel GreenGreen, Green, Romprey & Sullivan
plaintiff.for the

(Mr.Gregg Angelí& Island& and Edwards of RhodeSullivan
the defendant.orally),Sullivan for

thesingle transferred is whetherquestionTheJ.Blandin,
collectiveunincorporated havingplaintiff union, an association

may bring anemployer,contracts with the defendantbargaining
aggregatethe amount ofagainst employerthe to recoveraction

defendant,former of the whowages employeesback due numerous
union, performed by them. Theare also members of the for work
unincorporated representan association mayissue as to whether

inin its name has never been decidedbyits members a suit own
here.appear necessary to decide it Under ourthis state nor does it

plaintiffthe cannot amendprocedure, whywe see no reasonliberal
brought in behalf of theequitythe to a bill in membersaction

director, Thomas J.the in the name of the association’sof union
agent, representative,dulythe authorized or so-calledPitarys, as

Turn-Verein,Singing Society v. 163Liederkranzof its members.
Seavey,Super. 475;Hasinger Co., 117 Pa.265; v. InsurancePa.

(3).35a66, 67; S., Associations,7 C. J. s.Agency,Studies in
question appears Pitarys’us no as tothe recordOn before

althoughand its memberspower agentto act as for the association
allege. 16, 2,Art. s. of the union’spleadingsthe should so

representa-the“The shall be exclusiveconstitution reads: Union
bargaining, inpurposethe of collectivetive of each member for

bargaining agreements withand execution of collectivenegotiation
empoweredand eachirrevocably byis authorizedemployers, and

grievances,and allpresent, negotiate anyand settlemember to
thedisputes arising relationshipof the betweencomplaints and out
areBy this article the membersemployer.”member and the

Konopnickathethe result of action. See Mariabybound to abide
(Mass.) (2d)E.Society Konopnicka Society,Maria 120 N. 769.v.

byharassment the defendant subse-It there can be no offollows
L.Restatement, 85; 1173,s. 63 Yale J.quent Judgments,suits.

need have no fearhand, the claimants1181, n. 31. On the other
represented. Pitarysbe wouldinterests will not wellthat their
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performagent negligencebe liable as their for or failure toany
399; also,obligations. Restatement, 379,his ss. seeAgency,

the needSeavey, guarantee,Studies in 70. As a furtherAgency,
standingmayof the union to achieve success that it maintain its
63 Yaleplain requirewith its members is too to elaboration.

1173, 1183,L. J. n. 38. The issue involves membersonlybefore us
any possibleof the union so we need not concern withourselves

arising out bydifficulties of actions others.
outline,In broad we have a situation here where all concerned

representativethat the union itunderstood or some of would act
disputeinfor the claimants such a this. The indicatesas record

and it be assumed that all dealt with each othermay reasonably
inknowledgesince it is common that suchaccordingly, employees

Virginianrepresented. Munsey Ry. Supp.cases are v. F.Co.,so 39
ignorethe881, 883. It seems to us that court should not what

(Stateeveryone else connected with the situation knows v.
30)Duranleau, they acted,99 N. H. the on which andor basis

parties the costly absurdityabove all it should not force the to
separatebringingof where one will suffice. Smith v.2700 suits

Bank, 254; Elms, 202, 203;69 N. H. v. 93 N. H. 1 Pomeroy,Allbee
(5th ed.)Eq. Indeed, compelss. each267,Jur. 273. to claimant

pointed in thebring separate might result,to a suit well as out
justicecase, supra, practical expenseSmith in a denial of since the

in some instances could be such that the worker would realize little
nothing. proceduralor There are substantial difficultiesno here.

may presentedAt the trial evidence be of the names of the members
each,involved, and, judgmentthe amounts due if be in the

insuringplaintiff’s favor, an order be entered to themay payment
proper persons. supra; Munsey VirginianSmith v. v.Bank, Ry.

Supp. 881,39 F.Co., 884.
conclusion, appears justice requireIn it that and convenience

brought dispose many plaintiff’sone suit be to of and that thethat
be accordingly.action amended

Remanded.
All concurred.


